In this essay I explore the idea of obedience in earlymodern Catholic political thought. In so doing, I focus on Venice -the Catholic republic renown for its rivalry with and disobedience to Rome-and Paolo Sarpi (1552 -1623 , the historian, polymath and adviser to the senate of Venice. Sarpi was a well-known defender of Venice during the interdict crisis (1606) (1607) , the event which saw pope Paul V excommunicating the senate of Venice (including Sarpi and other advisers) and placing the republic under interdict.
1 While this would have been a major challenge for any Christian's confidence, I argue that the excommunication Wootton, D. 1983 . Paolo Sarpi between failed to undermine Venetian patricians' self-image as good Catholics and obedient sons of the church. Furthermore, I argue that for them -and for Sarpi-obedience remained a pivotal Catholic concept, one that they considered instrumental to pious life. At the same time, nothing suggests that Venetians would have identified disobedience to the papal interdict with violation against God or Catholicism. Rather than an instance of impiety, Venetians regarded their disobedience as a consequence of the pope's abuse of his authority. The interdict of Venice -and the intransigence of the Venetian leadership-posed a major challenge to the papacy, not least because of the enormous publicity it received across Europe.
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Without compromising their faith, Venetians remained loyal to Catholicism, which, they believed, buttressed the social discipline and order within the territory of the republic. As Gaetano Cozzi put it, Venetians' Catholic creed "guaranteed respect to hierarchy, to authority" and, while teaching Venetians the moral norms "indispensable for good coexistence", acted as "an invite to order" and to a calm acceptance of their "lot as subjects". 2 In this study I suggest that Sarpi and the giovani, the political party which was in power during the interdict crisis, identified Catholic obedience with divine right theory and, consequently, with unconditional submission to secular authority. Sympathetic to French Gallicanism and the Oath of Allegiance of James I, the Venetians considered their disobedience to the pope compatible with their Catholic creed.
Paradoxically, it is necessary to acknowledge the Venetians' view of themselves as pious Catholics to understand their disobedience to the pope, the head of the Catholic world. It is also against this background -Catholic, pious, and conservative-that we should read Paolo Sarpi. Only then it becomes understandable how a humble friar could oppose himself to the pope without losing the support of the Catholic leaders of his own community. We also need to pose the question of what exactly Venetians understood by obedience in terms of political and religious thought. As a scholarly topic 'obedience' might seem allusive of obsolete, old-fashioned research about power, submission and social discipline, but -especially in the context of early seventeenth-century Venice-it serves well our purpose to shed light on essential characteristics of Catholic political theory. This study is based on the assumption that in order to understand a Catholic republic's disobedience against the papacy it is crucial to see how closely the Catholic idea of obedience was related to notions of piety and spiritual perfection. This said, it might be possible and -somehowjustifiable to write a study on the interdict of Venice from the point of view of realpolitik and economic interests, to omit all references to religion and Catholicism, and yet to find a plausible explanation for Venetians' clash with Rome. However, this would be at the cost of not fully appreciating the significance of Christian virtues and values to earlymodern culture, a particularly momentous flaw when trying to grasp a concept as laden with religious history as obedience is, and, furthermore, when analyzing the concept in relation to the papacy.
While it is difficult to say to which extent Sarpi's political thought mirrored the views of his employers, the Venetian nobility, it is nonetheless safe to assume that he did not write -or speak or act-directly against the political goals or ideals of leading Venetian patricians such as Leonardo Donà, Antonio Querini and Nicolò Contarini. By and large, Sarpi's political ideas were in line with those of the giovani, the political party led by Donà, Querini and Contarini, who were particularly eager to assert Venice's independence from any external political forces, including Rome. The giovani have been described as an anticlerical party, as a clique chiefly marked by their opposition to the conservative, pro-papal party known as the vecchi. While this distinction is essentially correct, it nevertheless blurs concepts such as 'conservative', 'anticlerical', and 'obedience' in the context of early-modern Venetian politics. First of all, I argue that Sarpi, Donà, Querini and Contarini were just as conservative as the vecchi in the sense that they considered themselves pious Catholics, and, accordingly, regarded obedience as a fundamental Christian virtue. To label them anticlerical, or antipapal, is problematic, because they did not attack papacy or priesthood as such, as Christian offices, but merely criticized the abuse of the authority that came with such offices. The distinction between giovani and vecchi was real and no doubt followed the delineation given above -giovani being more critical of the clergy and hence appearing more progressive while vecchi, who remained loyal to the papacy, assumed a more conservative outlook-, but we should not ignore the inherently conservative nature of the concept of obedience adopted by Sarpi and the giovani. In what follows, I first explore the Christian -and Catholic-roots of the early-modern idea of obedience and then move on to discuss the influence of contemporary political theories such as absolutism and the divine right of kings on the political thought of Sarpi, the most influential figure amongst early seventeenth-century Venetian polemicists.
I begin by briefly analyzing the notions of 'vow' and 'oath', which early-modern church and state employed to kindle religious and civil obedience. In general, a vow was considered a voluntary promise made to God for his honour, whereas oath was seen as a voluntary promise made to men. Oath too was made in honour of God and those who made an oath invoked God as their witness, but, as specified by Thomas Aquinas, of these two only vowing signified an act of religion, whereas that what was sworn in an oath did not necessarily have anything to do with religion, nor did it become a religious act simply because God's name was being glorified in the process of swearing. 3 The Oath of Allegiance demanded by James I in 1606 is a famous example of an oath that aimed to strengthen the authority of secular rulers at the expense of that of the pope. As we will see, Sarpi approved of the Oath of Allegiance, but was critical of the king's involvement in theological debates that followed the oath of 1606.
The idea of a vow of obedience can be traced back to the early-Christians' strive for spiritual perfection, which was to be achieved through a series of self-denial. The first steps in turning away from the world consisted of solitude, simplicity, celibacy and penance, but to these was gradually added obedience as a useful means to follow Christ and to achieve absolute renunciation. 4 At the core of obedience lied the act of renouncing one's own will. According to the Catholic Hispania Sacra, LXVIII 137, enero-junio 2016, 45-56, ISSN: 0018-215X, doi: 10.3989/hs.2016.004 doctrine the "root of sin is in the heart of man, in his free will". Man has the choice to do evil, to abuse his freedom and submit himself to the "slavery of sin", or to do good and grow in perfection. 5 The first amounts to disobedience and violation against God, while the latter is achieved by observing the will of God, which is communicated to man in the form of recta ratio, right reason. Obedience was thus the Christian's way towards spiritual perfection and freedom.
The concept of spiritual perfection through obedience, alongside with contemporary philosophies such as Neostoicism and absolutism, are of key importance to our understanding of the obedience that Sarpi showed to his secular sovereign and the disobedience that he expressed against his religious superior. It is equally important to be aware of the popularity of the view -eagerly adopted in early seventeenth-century Venice-according to which secular rulers were divinely appointed executors of God's will in all temporal matters within their own territories. To a certain extent, this mandate also included religious affairs: "pious Christian princes" who were "principal members of the church", Sarpi argued, made "many laws" and "judged over many cases", which pertained to "pure ecclesiastical government". 6 These two points -first, that obedience contributed to spiritual perfection, and, second, that secular rulers commanded on a divine mandate-formed the intellectual background for Venice's opposition to Paul V in 1606. While Venetians were not at all inimical to the idea that papal authority too was of divine origin, they did think that Paul V had exceeded his mandate. Not only did this mean that the pope's orders were to be considered "unjust, invalid and null" -as the senate replied to the papal nuntiobut it was the duty of the government of Venice to disclose and fight the pope's abuse of power.
7 At the same time, Sarpi and other Venetian polemicists insisted that as far as Venetian subjects were concerned, the true obedience -the one that contributed to spiritual perfection and salvation-consisted of the loyalty shown to the republic, not to the pope. As we will see, Sarpi went as far as implying that -n the context of the interdict crisis-obeying the pope equaled to committing sin.
A keen defender of the political autonomy of the republic of Venice against the attempts of the papacy to interfere with Venice's legislation, Sarpi is the paragon of a political writer who based his viewpoint on the assumption that secular rulers were to be obeyed under all circumstances, because their power came directly from God and was, therefore, absolute and irresistible. Besides being thoroughly absolutistic, his political thought was informed by the divine right theory of kings. Would Sarpi have been French or English and writing in defense of his own king, his position would have been a typical one and in line with the majority of royalist and anti-papal polemics of the day. What makes his case unusual, however, is the fact that he was a citizen of a Catholic republic and, what is more, a Servite friar. How could a citizen of a republic become a theorist of absolutism and the divine right of kings? How could a Catholic friar advocate absolute obedience to secular rulers and explicitly deny the infallibility of the pope? How could he argue that blind obedience to the pope was a sin? These contradictions, while representing only a fragmentary insight into Catholic political thought, reveal some of the richness and inherent complexities of early-modern Catholicism.
Sarpi never converted from Catholicism, although he did diverge from the more widely adopted Catholic view (most famously defended by cardinal Robert Bellarmine) according to which the pope could exercise indirect power over secular rulers and their subjects also in temporal matters. It should be stressed that Sarpi's criticism of the papacy does not mean that he was a clandestine Protestant or an atheist, as some scholars have suggested.
8 He was closely connected -through reading, conversing and corresponding-to the chief intellectual currents of the period and had the outlook of a supra-confessional Renaissance erudite. Beneath the veneer of learned skepticism and anti-dogmatism, there was, however, a friar who longed for a reform of the Church of Rome. Like the sixteenth-century Protestant reformers, Sarpi too allied with the representatives of secular authority. Whether his allies -the giovani-were equally interested in a religious reform, however, is a question that needs to be addressed elsewhere.
It has been noted that the first decades of seventeenth century witnessed an important shift in the discourse on political contract. The shift resulted in what has been labeled a "new psychology of consent", submission to the ruler not anymore out of filial love of the sovereign, but out of self-interest and the individual's own natural appetites.
9
While the scholarly discourse on social contract has often been conditioned by a secular reading of the early-modern understanding of contract and obedience, in this essay I emphasize the religious aspects of social discipline and argue that Sarpi's conception of obedience was fundamentally motivated by Christian notions of piety and spiritual perfection. A good example of the 'new psychology of consent' and of a new focus on self-interest and self-preservation as the basis for obedience is Thomas Hobbes's concept of fear as the most fundamental incentive behind all human action. Although Sarpi's political theory and natural philosophy contained many elements, which resembled Hobbes's theories of political power, motion and human psyche, his thought remained traditional -that is, Christian-in that his idea of civil obedience was marked by his belief in the divine nature and origins of secular authority. Furthermore, Sarpi was thoroughly influenced by the Christian concept of spiritual perfection and based his plea for obedience on scripture, although he made the important distinction between the word of God and that of clergy. God's word as such, as it was written in the Bible, was indubitable, while -he argued-those who interpreted the Bible often distorted the message for political purposes. Therefore, Sarpi concluded that "one shows absolute obedience to God", but the obedience to the clergy has to be "a limited one" and "within the boundaries of divine law".
10 While Sarpi's emphasis on the Bible and suspicion about the clergy as interpreters of the 'word' might imply Protestant allegiances in his thought, I would rather see these points as indicative of his being part of the Catholic reformation that criticized corruption and clergy's involvement in political affairs. Like other Catholic reformers, Sarpi valued spirituality, charity and the discipline of the early church.
11
Servites are mendicant friars who take the three vows of obedience, poverty and chastity. Sarpi took these vows when he joined the order at the age of thirteen in 1565. His life was one characterized by monastic duties, ascetism and contemptus mundi, but also by political and reformist ambition, which manifested itself in his criticism of the papacy. He was at once a friar who strived for spiritual perfection and a politician whose principal goal was to cleanse the church, papacy and clergy of any aspirations to or assertions of temporal authority. His reformist aims were manifest in his attitude towards the Jesuits, whom he considered the "plague of the century", because, according to him, their goal was to strengthen the "horrible omnipotence" of the pope.
12 Not surprisingly, a considerable part of Sarpi's writings were aimed against and responded by the Jesuit cardinal Robert Bellarmine, a prelate, who has been seen as the paradigmatic representative of the Counter-Reformation church of Rome. 13 The debate between the two Catholic theologians issued mainly from their different understanding of the origins and justification of political power and, more to the point, from their conflicting views about the role of the papacy as far as temporal matters were concerned. Bellarmine famously advocated the theory of potestas indirecta, according to which spiritual goals were higher than temporal ones, and, consequently, papal power was superior to that of secular rulers.
14 He rejected the idea that clergy and laity would form "two republics" and insisted that there was only one community, which was the church, ecclesia. In this church one authority had to be superior to the other so that there would not have been "two heads in one body" and, for Bellarmine, the superior power was in the hands of the clergy.
15 In Sarpi's opinion, on the contrary, temporal power was the superior one and he retorted that Bellarmine's theory originated from the Church of Rome's desire to "deprive princes of their power".
16
Bellarmine attacked the English Oath of Allegiance of 1606. In his view, the oath was mistaken in two fundamental issues: first, it ascribed "spiritual primacy" to the king; second, it deprived the pope of "that primacy". In both questions, Bellarmine asserted, the Oath of Allegiance contradicted the Scriptures. 17 Bellarmine focused on the question of spiritual primacy, because that is where, according to him, the supreme authority was. As discussed below, Sarpi separated the spiritual from the temporal and thus rejected Bellarmine's theory of the pope's indirect power. While the English Oath of Allegiance was compatible with Sarpi's point of view, he did not approve of the theological contributions of James I. Sarpi believed that the king's book Apologia pro juramento fidelitatis (1607) and the reception of the book were going to "cause a great impact", although, he continued, "all the weighty matters would remain unchanged". In the end, he wished that James I would have "rather been a King than an erudite".
18 This is crucial: contrary to Bellarmine, Sarpi subjugated ecclesiastical authority to that of secular rulers by way of strictly separating the spiritual from the temporal. Bellarmine in turn attempted to infuse 'spiritual primacy' with political authority. James I admired Sarpi and invited the latter to England to enjoy his protection. In a carefully formulated letter to Dudley Carleton, the English ambassador to Venice, Sarpi politely rejected the monarch's invite and asserted his desire to continue serving his own sovereign, the republic of Venice.
19
Besides rejecting Bellarmine's theory of the pope's indirect power over secular rulers, Sarpi opposed himself to Ignatius Loyola's theory of blind obedience. The idea of blind obedience was, Sarpi argued, a "new concept", traditionally "unknown to the church and to every good theologian", and, what is more, it "removes the essence of virtue, which is to operate through a certain knowledge and choice". He then issued a warning against this sort of "abuse", because it might lead to offenses against God and "cause seditions", as had happened in the past. 20 Sarpi may have been familiar with Bellarmine's De obedientia quae caeca nominatur, which the latter composed as a response to Julien Vincent's attack against the idea of blind obedience in 1588. In the treatise Bellarmine argued that blind obedience was "pure, perfect and simple", a Christian virtue, and expected from every Christian with the exception of such commandments which would entail sin. Bellarmine also pointed out that Loyola was not the first Christian to emphasize the importance of obedience. 21 It should be stressed that Sarpi attacked the Jesuits rather than the idea of obedience. More to the point, it was not obedience as such that Sarpi was opposed to, but obedience to such prelates who exceeded the boundaries of their métier by making claims to temporal authority. Instead of blindly obeying such priests, Sarpi advised Christians to examine the commandment given to them, even when this came from the pope, and to study whether the commandment was "convenient and legitimate and obligatory". The one who "obeys blindly", Sarpi concluded, "commits a sin". 22 In another piece of writing he warned against the kind of theology, which aimed to confuse the kingdom of God with the kingdoms of this world and "fools the simple and the unlearned" to believe that "in all things there is an obligation to obey the pope".
23
Knowledge and information played important roles in the relations between rulers and their subjects, and ignorance could be used as an excuse to avoid submission to an inconvenient rule or commandment. The argument that a vow or an oath was invalid when made without sufficient knowledge or out of sheer ignorance was often used to undermine either religious vows or state oaths. Many English Protestants, for instance, claimed that monastic vows were made in ignorance, because they lasted for a lifetime and the vower could not possibly know whether he or she would be able to keep the vow in future when the circumstances would be different from what they were in the moment of making the vow. Some refused to swear a political oath under the excuse that they did not have adequate knowledge about the matter in question and claimed that to swear an oath under such conditions amounted to perjury.
24 While Sarpi readily encouraged this sort of resistance as far as papal authority was concerned, he could not have expressed a more different sentiment with regard to secular authorities. These were always to be obeyed, even blindly, and Sarpi explicitly urged secular sovereigns to rule their subjects by keeping them ignorant of public matters: "the right manner to govern a subject", he wrote, "is to keep him from knowing public affairs".
25
There is a striking difference, then, between Sarpi's view of obedience to secular rulers on the one hand, and to the papacy on the other. Writing during the interdict of Venice he was particularly keen to thwart the attempts of pope Paul V to interfere in the matters of the republic and to encourage disobedience against what he considered usurpation of 21 Tutino, S. 2010: 61-62 . 22 Sarpi, P. 1940 . Vol. III: 21: "chi ubidisce alla cieca, pecca". 23 Sarpi, P. 1940 papal power. In his view Venetians were entitled to react against the interdict, because both God and the natural law authorized the victim of an unjust attack to "fight power with power". 26 The obedience that Christians were expected to show to the pope was further justified by the idea of papal infallibility, an idea explicitly rejected by Sarpi: "it is certain that the pope can err in particular judgments", even if he happened to be diligent and had good intentions, and "many of them have de facto erred". 27 Sarpi's rejection of the idea of papal infallibility functioned as a justification for disobedience against papal authority.
The fact that Sarpi questioned the pope's authority over secular rulers and asserted the latter's sovereign power over the clergy provoked critical responses from writers such as Antonio Possevino, the Jesuit controversialist, according to whom Sarpi aimed to "castrate" books of "sane theology" and to use the "mutilated" books in order to erase the "light of truth" and the "proper obedience to the church of God". 28 Sarpi's thoughts were poisonous, another Jesuit argued, and his writings led to a "loss of faith and Catholic religion" and left his followers with nothing but "misery and unhappiness".
29 Paul V himself confirmed that "the books of fra Paolo are replete with exorbitant heresies". 30 As the case of William of Ockham shows, Sarpi was by no means the first friar in history to criticize his religious superiors. Both attacked the idea of plenitudo potestatis and the pope's right to interfere in temporal matters, and both were punished with excommunication. In general, Sarpi's political thought was in line with Ockham's and Marsilius of Padua's criticism of papal authority and this was also understood by his contemporaries: Sarpi's writings consist of "things taken from Marsilius of Padua, condemned and damned already for two hundred years", Possevino argued in his polemic reply to a Venetian senator.
31
Besides Ockham and Marsilius of Padua, Jean Gerson -the French scholar and a leading figure in the conciliarist movement-numbers amongst those late medieval thinkers 26 Sarpi, P. 1968: 465 : "Questo rimedio è de iure naturali, che chi ingiustamente è assalito possi vim vi repellere. Concede Dio e la natura che quando l'avversario contro raggione usa la forza, la raggione nostra sii sostentata colla forza". 27 32 Published during the interdict crisis, Gerson's treatise served Venice's propaganda against the ban. Commenting on the publication of the treatise in his history of the interdict Sarpi mentioned an "anonymous letter" (in reality written by Sarpi) attached to the tract, exhorting Venetian priests "to attend their churches without any fear of offending God by disobeying the interdict".
33 Again, Sarpi made the crucial distinction between the word of God and that of the clergy. In his view it was possible to resist the clergy without violating against God, because divine and ecclesiastical authorities were not identical. Elsewhere Sarpi opposed himself to those who claimed that the "pope is a God, almighty" and even capable to "square the circle".
34 He argued that the greatest political problem of the period was the popes' claim to temporal power: "I think", he wrote to the French lawyer Jacques Leschassier, "that all the religious controversies that trouble the world, can be reduced to this one: the power of the pope". 35 Sarpi was troubled by the views of writers such as Agesilao Mariscotti who considered "pontifical power" superior to any other authority also in questions related to temporal affairs.
36 Furthermore, Sarpi observed that the popes themselves encouraged this line of thought and accused Paul V of considering it his principal task to expand ecclesiastical authority. 37 Sarpi's response was to separate the spiritual from the temporal sphere. The spiritual power, he specified, "is not from this world, it is from the kingdom of heavens" and this is why spiritual and temporal authorities "do not walk the same way". In his view, spiritual power did not have any of the qualities of the temporal one.
38 Although Sarpi separated religion from politics, this separation did not bestow any civil privileges on the clergy. As far as the common good was concerned, Sarpi argued that the clergy had no special status and was "not exempt from the observance of civil laws or from the power of the lawmaker". 39 On the other hand, "ecclesiastical authority" was valid only as far as it 32 Micanzio, F. 1974 regarded the "eternal salvation"; it could not have "anything temporal as its goal". 40 Elsewhere Sarpi specified that God had established "two rules in the world, one spiritual, the other temporal", both being "supreme and independent from one another". The first, "ecclesiastical ministry", pertained to the popes, while the latter, "political rule", was the realm of secular rulers.
41
Besides distinguishing between spiritual and temporal spheres, Sarpi divided the spiritual into two distinct fields: one that dealt with "the kingdom of heavens" and another which took care of the "external discipline".
42 This separation has a long history and is better known as the division of ecclesiastical authority into power of order (potestas ordinis) and power of jurisdiction (potestas jurisdictionis), the first of which consisted of the administration of the sacraments, while the latter denoted the administrative, judicial and legislative aspects of the church government; the first was exclusively spiritual by nature, but the latter often competed with the authority of secular rulers. 43 Sarpi readily acknowledged the clergy's power of order, but most of his written work aimed to set limits to the clergy's power of jurisdiction.
Whether the ecclesiastical potestas jurisdictionis included the power to coerce was one of the most crucial questions in early-modern debates on church-state relations. In contrast to writers like Robert Bellarmine who argued that the pope possessed coercive power also over secular rulers, 44 Sarpi maintained that neither Christ nor the apostles ever claimed to have "coersive temporal authority over sins". In the passage in question Sarpi denied the pope the authority to judge over every sin, because this sort of exclusive power would have made him the only prince on earth. Furthermore, Sarpi rejected the idea that the pope would have been the "head of Christianity", because Christianity meant not only the Christian church, but also Christian republics and kingdoms. Admitting that the pope was the head of Christianity would have invested papacy with such power, which would have kept Christianity in a state of "eternal perturbation". 45 Bellarmine, on the other hand, invested the papacy precisely with such power, arguing that the pope was the head of an "empire of souls" -that 40 Sarpi, P. 1968 is, the universal church-, an entity, which included all the secular rulers confessing Christian faith. 46 In thirteenth century, Thomas Aquinas listed obedience amongst chief virtues and claimed that man's first sin was disobedience. This was reflected in God's plan according to which Adam's original sin -his disobedience against the divine rule-was eventually atoned by Christ's voluntary obedience to his Father. 47 Sarpi was, needless to say, familiar with Aquinas' work and approved of the latter's definition of sin as "deprivation of good". In line with this argument, Sarpi asserted that the "good that deprives disobedience" is a private 'good' of a subject, in other words, his "virtue of obedience". Sarpi nevertheless continued that "good government of the church" was a greater virtue than obedience, because "public good is greater than private". It follows from this that abuses in ecclesiastical government, being public by nature, were greater vices than disobedience, which was a private vice. Sarpi claimed that abuse of power could lead to much worse than a "hundred disobediences" and therefore the one who had power had a "greater obligation from God to his duty". 48 At the same time, he never made such concessions to disobedience as far as temporal authority was concerned. In the quotation above Sarpi aimed to justify Venice's disobedience against Paul V who, according to Venetians, had abused his power when he placed Venice under the ban of interdict. At the same time, however, the passage shows that for Sarpi obedience was a religious concept, one that was closely tied to Christian concepts of sin, virtue and man's obligations towards God.
Aquinas helped his readers to submit themselves to God by classifying "three kinds of human goods" which a man could renounce "for God's sake". The lowest ones of these were external goods, the intermediary level consisted of things related to the body, while the highest ones were "the goods of the soul". Of these, in turn, the supreme good was the will. This was why the "virtue of obedience, by which we despise our own will for God's sake, is more praiseworthy than the other moral virtues by which we despise other goods for God's sake". 49 In the same passage Aquinas specified that the act of renouncing these goods had to be done out of obedience as much as out of charity, which, he continued, could not exist without obedience. In keeping with his claim that the renunciation of one's own will was the greatest act a man could do in God's honour, Aquinas based his soteriology on the idea of Christ's absolute obedience to God. It should be stressed, however, that Aquinas' concept of absolute obedience did not entail loss of freedom of the 46 will. As noted above, Aquinas held that Christ's obedience was voluntary. More precisely, Christ obeyed out of charity, "out of love, to the Father's command", and such obedience was never based on necessity. 50 It followed from this that it was possible to obey God's commandments without losing the freedom of one's own will. This was because God was the creator and the cause of all things: "St. Thomas said well", Sarpi wrote, "that nothing, which is moved by its cause, is moved violently; and if men were moved by God, their works would be voluntary". 51 But were men moved by God? Sarpi answered in the positive in his De Auxiliis, a short treatise, which commented on the dispute over grace and salvation between the Dominicans and the Jesuits. In the treatise Sarpi argued that it was a "fundamental article of Christian belief" that man needed "grace, that is, divine help, in order to obtain salvation". 52 He then explained that grace was divine motion, which turned the will from its evil inclination and guided it towards good. While this motion was physical action inside the will, it did not violate the freedom of the will, because it originated from God. 53 Sarpi confirmed his belief in the divine and natural origins of the free will in one of his consulti. 54 In line with the Augustinian interpretation of grace and free will Sarpi concluded his De Auxiliis by noting that "as St. Augustine says, we do not acquire divine grace by our freedom, but by divine grace we achieve freedom". 55 Freedom, like obedience, was a Christian concept for Sarpi. In his view, freedom depended on the elevating force of divine grace.
In the Christian tradition, obedience to God was a peculiar mixture of submission, affection, freedom and atonement for Adam's sin. In Sarpi's view these elements were present in civil obedience too, because the obedience that was performed to legitimate rulers was, ultimately, obedience to God. He made this point with a reference to St. Paul's letter to Romans: "for there is no authority except from God" and who resists civil authority, which is "not human, but divine", (s)he perforce "resists the divine will".
56
Elsewhere Sarpi stated that man was "subject to the laws and orders of his spiritual and temporal superiors" simply "because God has commanded that he showed obedience 50 Armitage, M. 2010: 525. 51 Sarpi, P. 1996 to them". 57 God gave the power to rulers and that power as such entailed obedience. Here Sarpi's position came close to that of Pierre Charron (whose work he was familiar with) who, like Sarpi, justified absolute obedience with references to St. Paul. Charron argued that one had to obey rulers not because they were good, but simply because their authority was legitimate. 58 Sarpi went as far as claiming that even wicked rulers were to be obeyed. Should such a prince give him a "prejudicial commandment", Sarpi stoically asserted that "I cannot assent, but I will obey". 59 His friend Fulgenzio Micanzio -another Servite friar and adviser to the senate of Venice-made the same point in one of his sermons: "one has to obey princes, even if they were wicked and infedel".
60
In Sarpi's opinion, this was because all princes, even the wicked ones, were ministers of God and therefore executors of divine will.
61 Furthermore, he noted that there were times when God reckoned it necessary to punish people with a wicked prince and times when God preferred to favour them with a good one.
62
Throughout his writings Sarpi recommends total submission to the will of God, a tendency, which suggests that he regarded obedience as an act of piety. Furthermore, he argued that people felt "natural affection" for their rulers whom -as discussed above-he considered ministers of God.
63 That Sarpi considered secular, legitimate rulers representatives of God suggests that he regarded the affection that subjects felt for their sovereign as an act of piety, an instance of man's love of God. If we couple this point with the great emphasis that Sarpi put on the necessity of obedience to secular rulers, it follows that his concept of obedience encompassed Aquinas's idea of the inseparability of obedience and charity (or love of God). While the obedience that subjects showed towards their ruler reflected their love of God, it was the task of the ruler to inform the subjects about God's will, which, in turn, was identical with right reason:
"Nothing more correct is said, than that good action is that, which is in conformity with the right reason; the right reason in turn is that, which is in conformity with the right appetite; right appetite is indeed the will of God, and it appears to men as that, which is approved of by everyone or by majority or by those, who are considered to be prudent". The rivalry between spiritual and temporal authorities over loyal subjects often resulted in political controversies, which were nevertheless represented as religious issues. The topic of clergy's marriage, for instance, was commonplace amongst many Protestant writers who advocated the marriage and thereby undermined the monastic vow of chastity and, more importantly, the authority of the Church of Rome.
65 Being a Catholic friar himself Sarpi did not openly criticize the vow of chastity, although it has been suggested that he did sympathize with the idea of married clergy, because this turned the clergy's affection from the pope to their wives, family and country, which in turn subverted ecclesiastical hierarchy and papal authority.
66 While many Catholic writers regarded the clergy as exempt from temporal jurisdiction, from the point of view of Protestant writers and those Catholics who -like Sarpi-allied with secular authorities in hope of a reform, the question of the clergy's right to marry embodied the individual churchman's problematic position as a subject of both spiritual and temporal authorities. Jean Bodin's argument that family was the "true image of the commonwealth" and, conversely, that commonwealth could be defined as "the rightly ordered government of a number of families" reflected the importance of marriage to the sixteenth-century political discourse.
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Bodin's argument put emphasis on the importance of family as a fundamental constituent of a state and by so doing implied that marriage tied a priest more closely to the social and hierarchical structures of the state than to those of the church. Marriage at once strengthened the priest's obligation to obey his temporal sovereign and weakened his loyalty to the pope. The civil element of marriage was understood also by Martin Luther, according to whom marriage was the "mother of all earthly laws" and whose followers regarded marriage not as a sacramental institution, but as a social estate of the earthly kingdom.
68 Furthermore, Lutheran theologians claimed that the monastic vow of chastity was subordinated to the vow of marriage and that those canon laws, which prohibited the marriage of clergy were unscriptural and therefore to be considered null. 69 Marriage was, in this respect, one of the most conspicuous acts of defiance in front of the Church of Rome (not surprisingly, Luther, Calvin and Zwingli were all married).
As we will see, Sarpi supported the clergy's right to marry in his history of the council of Trent. His position was thus in line with that of the Lutheran theologians who subordinated the monastic vow of chastity to the vow of marriage. Since marriage pertained to temporal sphere, Sarpi's choice to favour the vow of marriage over that of chastity advanced his general goal to vindicate and promote civic obedience. In his history of the council of Trent -a critical response to Sarpi's Istoria del concilio Tridentinocardinal Sforza Pallavicino asserted that the council "rightly" confirmed the celibacy of the clergy, "despite all the opposing forces". 70 Sarpi made no references to these 'opposing forces' in his history, but related how, towards the end of the council, a group of Catholic theologians from Germany approached the council in the hope of revoking the prohibition of the marriage of priests. Sarpi reiterated the reasons given by these theologians, starting with the fact that many of the apostles were married and by noting that in the early church the marriage of the priests was considered "free and licit". Furthermore, civil law did not prohibit the marriage of the clergy. Although celibacy would have been desirable and recommended, most men were weak and only few were such that they did not feel the "carnal stimulation". Marriage would put an end to adultery and lead to a chaste way of living, Sarpi remarked, while prohibition of marriage only decreased the number of priests and led to the absurd situation, in which married priests were rejected and "fornicators" tolerated. 71 That the prohibition of marriage would lead to sin was a "frivolous argument", Pallavicino replied and claimed that the benefits of the prohibition were weightier. 72 We can, however, safely conclude from Sarpi's treatment of the marriage question in his history of the council of Trent that he shared the German theologians' desire to revoke the prohibition.
Besides the vows of chastity and obedience, Sarpi took the vow of poverty. Prior to becoming a political adviser Sarpi had no salary at all. As far as his needs were concerned, "he had none", Micanzio noted, since he was "most rich in his poverty", focusing on three things only: "service to God, studies and conversations".
73 Also later, when he already received a salary for his work as the senate's adviser, his attitude towards earthly goods remained indifferent. His hostility towards luxury is evident in a consulto on taxation, which he wrote in 1617. While being willing to let landowners and (great) merchants off easily, Sarpi was eager to tax medics, advocates and shop-keepers, not only because it was easier to uncover and assess their property (as opposed to landowners, for example), but also because they lived off the community and were therefore obliged to support the community in return. More to the point, Sarpi remarked that for the most part these professions were "futile and even harmful", like everything that created "pomp, luxury and selling of words". 74 In the same counsel Sarpi observed how difficult it was to get correct information about people's personal estate and salary for taxation purposes and noted that in Germany and the Netherlands this information was customarily given under an oath. However, Sarpi concluded that this would not work in Italy, because there were many rich people who preferred to appear poor and vice versa. Also, there were many merchants who would have been cast to bankruptcy if their real possessions, or lack of them, would have become known. 75 Like any mendicant friar, Sarpi was indifferent, or even hostile, to riches and luxury. This ascetic attitude was in line with his reformist outlook, which manifested itself in criticism of corruption and admiration for the simplicity of the early church.
Sarpi's brief analysis of ecclesiastical benefices in a letter to Jacques Leschassier suggests that he was fully aware of an oath's potential to generate weighty consequences. In the letter Sarpi first asserted that while papal bulls could present the nominal beneficiary, a confirmation from the senate was nevertheless required in order to make the nomination valid. Since bestowing a lucrative benefice on somebody was a certain way to gain this person's loyalty, the confirmation from the senate was necessary in order to guarantee that the beneficiary would give his loyalty to Venice instead of Rome. Sarpi then moved on to express his discontent over the fact that beneficiaries did not "take any oath or make any promise to the prince", which was why the republic was perpetually at odds with the Roman curia. "It would be an excellent measure", he continued, "to add some kind of an oath should the opportunity arise". This clearly shows that Sarpi approved of the English Oath of Allegiance, and he specifically mentioned in the letter that he was familiar with the oaths that were in use in England and France. 76 The opportunity to introduce such an oath in Venice never arrived, however, and in 1619, eleven years after the letter to Leschassier, Sarpi wrote a consulto in which he plainly discarded the idea that a member of the clergy could give an oath of allegiance to a temporal ruler. This was simply because all churchmen would already have pledged their allegiance to the pope and this would "always end up badly" from the sovereign's point of view, because a "second oath cannot prejudice a former one". when Paul V accused Venetian patricians of tyranny on the grounds that they made laws, which restricted individual subjects' disposition of their property, Sarpi pointed out in his reply that the pope himself had argued that in the Church-state he could make whatever statutes he pleased and that these statutes were to be obeyed. This, Sarpi observed, justified the position of the Venetian patricians and acknowledged their "license" to "dispose property arbitrarily" and without any "hindrance from law", because the patricians had exactly the same authority in Venice as the pope had in the Church-state. 78 More explicitly in line with the theory of absolutism, Sarpi claimed in his Della potestà de'prencipi that any sovereign ruler was legibus solutus and responsible only to God:
"He who has the majesty commands everyone and no one can command him… he is not subject to any human law whatsoever, but he even commands all the laws… the king who is sovereign does not command according to laws, but (he commands) the laws themselves, and remains obliged only to God and his (own) conscience". 79 Sarpi also claimed that supreme power was "natural", given by God, and impossible to be "restricted or limited by any creature". 80 His idea of hierarchy was fundamentally at odds with that of the representatives of the Church of Rome. Many Catholic writers who expressed their support and loyalty to the papacy regarded the pope as the supreme head of both spiritual and temporal matters and went as far as investing the pope with ius gladii, the power to impose capital penalties. 81 In contrast to this, Sarpi denied the pope and the clergy any temporal authority and claimed that all priests were subjects to secular authorities and as such obliged to obey the commandments of their sovereign ruler. The "ecclesiastics are citizens and part of the republic", he wrote, and the "republic is governed by the laws of the prince", which is why the clergy is "subject to them". He concluded that it was absurd to claim that the clergy was "not subject to secular laws" because this amounted to saying that they had "no laws at all". 82 Sarpi bestowed all power to secular rulers who governed through civil legislation. At the same time, he made it clear that this power -and legislation-was of divine origin and subject to the inexplicable will of God. Although positive 78 Sarpi, P. 1968 laws may have appeared arbitrary, they had to be obeyed, Sarpi argued, because "good laws" guaranteed that subjects remained "in peace and in abundance". He then added that the aim of civil laws was to look after the "public good and tranquility and the commodity of the individual".
83 Any violation of positive law equaled to rebellion against God, Sarpi argued, because civil laws were "commanded by God" and "in conformity with the will of God". 84 In the same passage Sarpi explained that prior to the making of a civil law there was "no obligation by reason to act in one way rather than the other". This is to say that positive law was not based on any idea of absolute justice or truth, but "once the law is made", Sarpi wrote, "the obligation comes by virtue of it, and not of reason". In other words, civil legislation was valid because it issued from God's will, not because it stated a truth that was established by human deliberation.
Only a few weeks before his death Sarpi summarized his political theory as follows:
"But the care of the common good, this God has entrusted only to the prince together with the majesty; wherefore it pertains to him (prince) exclusively to prescribe the ways in which to conserve and maintain this good, whether with impositions, with war, with laws or other means, and in this matter whoever it would be, a confessor or somebody else, who would like to become a judge or a censor, offends the majesty and acts against that respect and reverence -which nature instills and God in holy Scriptures commands-which every person has to show to the prince, who is His (God's) vicar and lieutenant".
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In my view Sarpi was a deeply religious person who nevertheless felt that the common good of Christian citizens was best protected by the state, not by the church. Without renouncing the vow of obedience that he had made at the moment of joining the Servite order, he directed his obedience and loyalty from his religious superiors to the secular government of Venice. This shift was in line with Sarpi's absolutism, with his adoption of the divine right theory and, more specifically, with the idea that secular rulers were ministers of God. At the same time, he remained a Catholic friar. Sarpi's position as a Catholic critic of papal authority and as a defender of secular rulers' absolute sovereignty was in line with that of the contemporary political Gallicans who regarded their own monarch not just as a head of state, 83 Sarpi, P. 1968 but also as the head of the church of France. For Sarpi, as for the French Gallicans, the pope was a figurehead -the leader of a universal, spiritual church-who had no political power over the emerging nation states.
Conclusion
In this essay I have pointed towards certain complexities in early-modern Catholic political thought. As we have seen, Catholic theorists did not agree even on such basic notions -basic for Catholic theorists, that is-as the nature of papal power. This confusion complicated other important issues, including the question of obedience. I have argued that notwithstanding their opposition to the papacy Venetians regarded obedience as a Christian concept, which -while being applied to a secular system of government-remained an important means to express piety and devote submission to the will of God. This said, obedience was for Venetians a key constituent of social discipline and therefore an integral part of the myth of Venice as a peaceful, harmonious republic. The fact that Venetians considered obedience an act of piety and yet associated it in the first place with secular government complicated their relationship with the papacy. Their message was that true piety did not require absolute obedience to the pope. On the contrary, following the theory of the divine right of kings -which attributed divine origins to secular authority-Venetians (especially Sarpi and the giovani) identified piety with unconditional obedience to the sovereign government of Venice. Alongside events such as the English Oath of Allegiance, the interdict of Venice marked the weakening of papal authority in front of the emergence of absolutistic nation states.
In terms of Christian -or Catholic-tradition, Sarpi followed St. Paul, St. Augustine and St. Thomas in his interpretation of obedience as an act of self-abnegation and piety. For St. Thomas and Sarpi the renunciation of one's own will was the highest form of self-abnegation and thus the greatest manifestation of love of God. It is hardly a surprise that Sarpi, a Servant friar, insisted on this point and time after time asserted that every man was utterly dependent on God's grace. It is unlikely that the senate -or the majority of the senate-would not have shared Sarpi's view of obedience as an instance of piety. What is more surprising, however, is the decisiveness with which the senate (and Sarpi) urged Venetian citizens to direct their obedience -and piety-from the papacy towards the secular government of Venice. That they succeeded in this was largely due to the fact that Sarpi -and other Venetian polemicists-depicted obedience as a religious and pious concept. Furthermore, the shift of Venetians' loyalty from Rome towards their own secular government reflected not only their patriotic pride over the republic's repute as an independent and peaceful city-state, but also the fact that Venetians were keen to imitate the politics and political discourse performed in the absolutistic monarchy of France. Paradoxically, Venetian nobility's eagerness to preserve the mythical social harmony of the republic led them towards the adoption of the language of absolutism.
Venetians' idea of obedience was inseparable from their understanding of Christian values, which -as Sarpi's case suggests-were gleaned from the Catholic tradition established by saints such as Paul, Augustine and Thomas. At the same time, Venetians resorted to absolutism and the theory of the divine right of kings in their attempts to justify their independence from and disobedience to the papacy. Sarpi's idea of obedience was also shaped by his reformist tendencies, a fact, which further encouraged him to challenge his religious superior. Although fully in line with contemporary trends in political theory and practice (especially in France and England), early seventeenth-century Venice offers a paradoxical case of early-modern Catholic political thought: a Catholic republic at odds with Rome and at once proud and neglectful of its own republican past; a case, which questions facile assumptions about concepts such as republicanism, absolutism and Catholicism, and shows that historical phenomena were rarely, if ever, just one thing or another. The way in which early seventeenthcentury Venetians merged the divine and the secular when they ascribed divine origins to Venice's government and questioned the authority of the pope no doubt mirrored the contemporary power struggle between the papacy and secular rulers such as James I of England. That this struggle -and Venetians' political attitude-should be seen as a part of a process of secularization seems an overly teleological interpretation of a period, which, at least to my mind, was conditioned by a constant overlapping of the secular with the spiritual and by a marked confusion about the proper scopes and duties of the church and the state. 
